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Steve Fawcett (1991) has performed an impor-
tant service for the field ofapplied behavior analysis.
His recommendations provide us with practical
methods for avoiding countercontrol of our prac-
tices by normal adults. Following his recommen-
dations may accelerate the acceptance of our prac-
tices by normal adults in community settings.
Following them may also solve some perplexing
problems in the maintenance and dissemination of
our practices with dependent populations in insti-
tutional settings.

Skinner has suggested that attempts by one per-
son to control another may evoke countercontrol
(Skinner, 1953). He predicted that aversive, ex-
ploitative, or even deliberate control would evoke
countercontrol. He argued that countercontrol is
often a beneficial if crude step in the design of an
effective culture (Skinner, 1973). The balance be-
tween control and countercontrol may achieve a
temporary equilibrium, but the resulting culture
may not take the future into account sufficiently to
have survival value (Skinner, 1978, pp. 16-32).

Skinner has consistendy recommended that we
build our interventions around positive reinforce-
ment partly to avoid countercontrol (e.g., Skinner,
1978, pp. 3-16). That may be easier said than
done. Anyone who has worked with normal adults
knows how easily evoked is their countercontrolling
repertoire. One probable reason for this sensitivity
is that attempts to control others in order to gain
an advantage are so pervasive in our culture. How-
ever, another reason may lie in our own approach
to designing interventions.
Our approach to designing interventions owes

something to the history of the experimental anal-
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ysis of behavior. We have adopted much of our
approach from basic researchers. Yet behavior an-
alysts conducting basic research often create aversive
situations for their subjects. They endose their non-
human subjects in experimental chambers and
thereby prevent deprivation, low reinforcer density,
and aversive stimulation from evoking avoidance
and escape from the situation and aggressive re-
sponses toward the experimenter. The longstanding
tendency for applied behavior analysts to select
human subjects who have been legally placed in
restrictive institutions that minimize these normal
accompaniments of aversive stimulation mirrors this
practice. It also suggests that applied behavior an-
alysts, too, may create aversive situations.

Selecting legally dependent subjects for inter-
vention has been a successful strategy for developing
an applied methodology. The strategy has mini-
mized the size of the step from basic to applied
research because of the similarity of nonhumans-
in-a-chamber to humans-in-an-institution. Conse-
quently, we have been able to develop a meth-
odology appropriate to applied problems. We have
learned how to gain access to settings. We have
learned how to discover and observe behavior with
applied significance. We have developed appro-
priate experimental designs, intervention strategies,
and methods of analysis.

However, that said, we should examine the price
paid for this approach. Some ofthe most perplexing
problems encountered by applied behavior analysis
stem from our failure to learn how to work with
normal adults. Specifically, we have not learned
how to develop interventions that rely on positive
reinforcement for all participants, induding the nor-
mal adults who implement them. In short, we have
not learned how to avoid evoking countercontrol.
One perplexing problem is the failure of the

normal adults who staff and administer settings of
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interest to maintain interventions in our absence.
The behavior analysis literature is studded with
cases of these adults abandoning our interventions
soon after we terminate their dose supervision (Bas-
sett & Blanchard, 1977; Couch, Miller, Johnson,
& Welsh, 1986; Wolf, 1982). It has long been
accepted lore that such abandonment is typical
(Malott, 1974). Schwartz and Baer (1991) have
argued that when an intervention is not acceptable
to its consumers they may engage in a variety of
countercontrolling behaviors including "not imple-
menting some or all of [a] program's procedures
after the program consultant leaves" (p. 190). Thus,
the widespread lack of program maintenance may
be an example of countercontrol.

Another problem is the failure of normal adults
who control the setting of interest to adopt our
interventions in the first place (Lamal, 1986; Stolz,
1981). Hung (1987) has argued that our "pro-
grams often require an extensive change in life or
work style, vigorous training, continuous monitor-
ing, and they can become aversive since they take
away reinforcing activities afforded by modern life
... (p. 13). Thus, not adopting such programs
may be a response that avoids the aversive features
of the program. It may be an example of coun-
tercontrol.

Yet another perplexing problem is that we have
done little to implement Skinner's vision of be-
havior analysis as a method for solving community
problems, let alone society's broader ills (e.g., Skin-
ner, 1972). Behavior analysis has not been notably
prolific in publishing research reporting successful
solutions to problems involving normal adults. Thus,
even though our interventions are demonstrably
superior to alternatives, normal adults are not clam-
oring for their use.

If our failure to develop and disseminate inter-
ventions that survive in the real world among nor-
mal adults reflects countercontrol, how can we avoid
countercontrol? One whimsical answer, that may
reflect our roots in the methodology appropriate to
nonhumans-in-a-chamber only too well, has been
supplied by Ruben Ardila in Walden Three (1990).
His premise is that a military dictator comes to
power and appoints a behavior analyst to design

the nation's cultural practices! Surely we need an
approach that is more likely to come to pass. We
need to add to or even change some of our practices
so that our interventions do not evoke countercon-
trol from relevant normal adults.

Steve Fawcett may be the applied behavior an-
alyst who is most experienced at avoiding coun-
tercontrol by normal adults. He has developed suc-
cessful behavioral interventions with people from
all walks of life. He has collaborated with low-
income white, black, and Hispanic clients and staff
(Fawcett & Miller, 1975). He has collaborated with
people having various disabilities but fully capable
of resisting control (Suarez de Balcazar, Fawcett, &
Balcazar, 1988). He has collaborated with normal
householders and sanitation workers (Stokes &
Fawcett, 1977). And he has collaborated with leg-
islators (Fawcett, Seekins, & Jason, 1987). That
he has published elegant experimental analyses with
such a wide range of normal adults testifies to his
skill at avoiding countercontrol. That countercon-
trol is readily evoked by such work is attested to
by his several brushes with attempts to stop his
interventions.

Fawcett has provided us with a highly practical
guide for avoiding countercontrol. The essence of
his advice is to establish collaborative relationships
with the people one seeks to help. He suggests that
asking these people and their advocates social va-
lidity questions is a step in the right direction. But
he advises us to start earlier in the process and get
their input on how to frame the question and what
goals they value. He advises us to become their
students and learn from them.

Underlying his approach is an axiom from com-
munity organizing. The axiom is that the organ-
izer's goal is to work himself or herself out of a
job. In other words, the goal is to develop an
organization and a membership with the skills nec-
essary to run the organization without further help.
This parallels Skinner's (1978) admonition that an
intervention "is not finished until [it] works more
efficiently as a system without further interven-
tion.... No cultural practice designed through the
application of an experimental analysis of behavior
involves a behavior modifier who remains in con-
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trol" (p. 15). To date we have few, if any, ex-
emplers of such an intervention. I think that such
exemplars will arise when we take Fawcett's advice
and collaborate with the staff, administration, and
consumers of our interventions to develop inter-
ventions cooperatively that will not evoke any form
of countercontrol and will instead evoke and re-
inforce behaviors that maintain effective interven-
tions.

Failing to evoke countercontrol while evoking
such maintenance behaviors is evidence that an in-
tervention is not aversive and that it leads to re-
inforcement. Altus, Welsh, and Miller (1991) have
recommended that we probe for program main-
tenance by withdrawing supervision. If the con-
sumers maintain the intervention, then this is ev-
idence that countercontrol will not be a problem.
If the intervention is not maintained, supervision
should be reinstated. Further collaboration can then
be pursued until another probe seems justified.
Fawcett's recommendations greatly improve the
chance that such collaboration will be fruitful.

Fawcett labels his recommendations "values,"
which implies that following them may produce
reinforcing consequences (Skinner, 1972). The re-
inforcing consequences may be that they will enable
us to work with normal adults to alter situations
constructively so as to solve important social prob-
lems. Their independent survival would assure us
of their validity to the target population. We should
not be surprised if this is a necessary if not sufficient
condition for dissemination.
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